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Abstract
The main purpose of the paper is to analyze and evaluate the selected instruments of innovation policy in Poland: cooperative
relations, business environment institutions and innovation centers, supported within Priority Axis V of OP IE 2007-2013. The 
evaluation was made on the basis of the four criteria: complementarity, adapting to the needs of businesses, the impact on the
innovation and durability of the provided support. The study was conducted from the perspective of institutions providing 
support as well as companies benefiting from this support. The results of the study indicate relatively high complementarity of 
the applied instruments. The differences were evident in terms of adapting them to the needs of entrepreneurs and their impact 
on innovations, taking into account also a longer period of time. The best results were achieved with regard to the innovation 
centers, while the other instruments featured weaknesses that reduce the expected results of the provided support.
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.
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Introduction
Innovation policy is the research subject at both micro (Yazdani-Chamzini, Yakchali, & Zavadskas, 2012; 
Ginevicius & Podviezko, 2013; Stankevice & Jucevicius, 2013) and macro levels (Brauers, Baležentis, & 
Baležentis, 2012). The evaluation of the effectiveness of public action for supporting innovations as well as the 
evaluation of the innovation policy priorities implementing methods are among the key research issues discussed in 
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numerous publications LD-DNXEDYLþLXV	9LO\V']HP\GD	0HOQLNDV%DOHåHQWLV	%DONLHQơ
2011, 2014; Dragan, ']HP\GD	.DUþLDXVNDV, 2011). What appears a widely discussed problem (in the papers by 
Rogers, 1998; Edwards, Delbridge, & Munday, 2007; Nauwelaers & Wintjes, 2008; Milbergs & Vonortas, 2006; 
Schramm, Nyirfa, Grismer, & Kramers, %DOHåHQWLV	%DONLHQơ) is the measurement and evaluation of 
innovations of individual economies. 
The issue is also important in the Polish context since the level of innovations of Poland is low when compared 
with the other countries in Europe and worldwide. In the Global Innovation Index 2015, Poland occupies the 25th
position among 50 countries surveyed, while according to the report of Innovation Union Scoreboard 2014, Poland 
with a synthetic indicator at the level of 0.279 has moved from a group of modest innovators to the group of 
moderate innovators (in this group, however, Poland was at the lowest position). Therefore, the low innovation 
performance of the Polish economy requires a comprehensive analysis of the stimulating instruments. 
The aim of the article is the analysis and evaluation of the selected instruments of innovation policy in Poland. In 
this paper, the authors discuss the results of the research carried out in three groups of entities that have been 
implementing the projects co-financed by the Operational Programme Innovative Economy 2007-2013 within 
Priority Axis V "Diffusion of Innovation" – cooperative relations (Measure 5.1), business environment institutions 
(in short: BEIs) (Measure 5.2) and innovation centers (Measure 5.3)1. The design of these instruments under the OP 
IE was a response to the diagnosed problems associated with the low level of innovation in SMEs in Poland, and 
their implementation aims at contributing to the achievement of the main objective of the OP IE, which is "the 
development of the Polish economy by means of innovative enterprises" (OP IE 2007-2013, p. 56).
1. Innovation policy and its instruments
Innovation policy is defined as the activities of public sector units and market institutions that affect directly or 
indirectly innovation processes and technological changes (Edquist, 2011; Mamica, 2007), and shape the innovative 
VWUXFWXUH RI WKH HFRQRP\ 2NRĔ-HorodyĔVND  7KH NH\ REMHFWLYH RI LQQRYDWLRQ SROLF\ LV WR VXSSRUW WKH
application of knowledge useful in the processes of creation and development of new products, processes and 
services (Dutrénit, 2010). Innovation policy has been focused on the formation and development of small and 
medium-sized enterprises as well as their progress in competitiveness and innovation (Hall, Lotti, & Mairesse, 2009; 
Foreman-Peck, 2013), which is connected with the fact that they dominate the economy although they are less 
innovative and less competitive when compared to big companies. 
The assumptions of innovation policy are implemented on the basis of a properly selected set of instruments 
compatible with specific socio-economic objectives. In recent years, what has attracted much attention among 
political decision-makers is the "policy mix" approach, which emphasizes the complexity of undertaken actions and 
the need for their diversification (Flanagan, Uyarra, & Laranja, 2011). According to Borrás & Edquist, innovation 
policy instrument mix is a specific combination of diverse, mutually complementary policy instruments relating to 
innovation processes, which by means of reciprocal interactions (overt or hidden) impact the innovation growth and 
intensity. Innovation policy-mixes vary due to the fact that innovation systems are heterogeneous, problems to solve 
are diverse, and the socio-political and historical context of the policy creation is specific to each country or even 
region (Borrás & Edquist, 2013). The mix of innovation policy instruments usually includes a wide range of 
different instruments, e.g. support services for R&D, innovations provided by innovation centers, business 
incubators, science and technology parks as well as indirect incentive systems in a form of tax relief on R&D and 
LQQRYDWLRQJUDQWV,]VDN0DUNLDQLGRX	5DGRãHYLü$VSRLQWHGRXWE\%OLQGWKHVHLQVWUXPHQWVDUHQRWRQO\
governmental programs but also a set of rules and regulations affecting innovative activity and R&D investments in 
companies (Blind, 2012). The subject literature presents various classifications of innovation policy instruments 
1 This study was a part of the evaluation study "Impact assessment of Operational Programme Innovative Economy on increasing the
innovativeness of enterprises" conducted by WYG PSDB on behalf of the Ministry of Infrastructure and Development. Anna M. Lis was the 
main expert in the study of Measure  5.1, 5.2, 5.3 (design and conduct studies); she is also the author of chapter 5 of this report. Ewa 
Romanowska took part in the implementation of the survey. Full version of the report is available: http://www.poig.2007-
2013.gov.pl/AnalizyRaportyPodsumowania/Documents/Raport_Koncowy_inowacyjnosc_POIG_grudzien_2014.7z
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(Verheul, Wennekers, Audretsch, & Thurik, 2001; Lundstrom & Stevenson, 2005; Audretsch, Grilo, & Thurik,
2007; Dobrowolska-Kaniewska, 2008; OECD, 2011; Borrás & Edquist, 2013). In this paper the authors analyze the 
infrastructural instruments (i.e. the organizational instruments) (Dobrowolska-Kaniewska, 2008), or – using the 
terminology of the OECD – policy instruments for regional innovation (OECD, 2011).
2. Methodology
The research presented in this article was carried out in each of the three distinguished categories of entities: 
cooperative relations, business environment institutions and innovation centers, exploring two perspectives: the 
perspective of institutions granting support for enterprises – the beneficiaries of Measure 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 (study 
sample I), and the perspective of entrepreneurs that have benefited from the granted support – target groups (study 
sample II). The authors used a monographic method, which is based on the research and analysis of intentionally 
selected entities as the subject of the research sample (see Table 1). 
     Table 1. Basic information about the study
Category of 
entities
Study sample 
I
Choice of entities 
for study
Data 
collection 
technique
Study sample II Choice of entities for study Data 
collection 
technique
1st Group -
Cooperative 
relations (5.1)
7 coordinators 
of cooperative 
relations
Random selection 
from the group of 
completed projects
IDI (2)
ITI (5)
28 
companies, member
s of cooperative 
relations
The most active members 
indicated by coordinators
ITI
2nd Group -
BEIs (5.2)
7 BEIs The scope of 
activity and 
the value of projects
IDI (3)
ITI (4)
21 companies, 
customers of BEIs
Companies selected at 
random from the databases 
provided by surveyed BEIs
ITI
3rd Group -
Innovation 
centers (5.3)
7 innovation 
centers
The stage of the 
project
IDI (2)
ITI (5)
21 tenant companies Companies selected at 
random from the databases 
provided by surveyed centers
ITI
3. Results
The analysis and evaluation of the designed support instruments were completed, taking into account four main 
criteria: complementarity of the instruments, their adaptation to the needs and expectations of the entrepreneurs 
(target groups in each Measure), the impact of the granted support on the development of innovation in the 
enterprises and the durability of the project (namely the opportunity to obtain durable effects of innovation support 
in the companies by means of the applied innovation policy instruments).
3.1. Complementarity
The research results indicate high complementarity of the applied instruments. The analyzed undertakings did not 
compete with one another, meeting the needs of the three different groups of customers. The support provided by 
Measure 5.1 primarily affected business institutions operating in innovative sectors of the economy whose aim is to 
benefit from synergy effects stemming from the cooperation within the cooperative relations (particularly in the area 
of innovation). In addition, the infrastructure created by the project enables them to supplement resources and 
thereby to strengthen the innovative potential. As far as Measure 5.2 is concerned, the target group was immensely 
heterogeneous. However, the assistance provided in this Measure was directed primarily to the entities that awaited 
support for their business activity, mainly in the form of soft services. Measure 5.3 offered comprehensive support 
for innovative undertakings, including both "soft services" as well as "hard services", provided with the use of 
specialized technical infrastructure. The innovation centers, although combining elements typical of the two 
mentioned above instruments (they facilitate establishing cooperative relations and provide specialized consultancy 
services),  cannot be regarded as a "competition" for the instruments in Measure 5.1 and 5.2. The support provided 
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in this Measure is primarily addressed to enterprises of high potential for innovation that are interested in 
establishing their activities in such centers. 
3.2. Adaptation to the needs of entrepreneurs
The degree of meeting the entrepreneurs’ expectations with regard to Measure 5.1 should be assessed as average. 
On the one hand, cooperative relations bring together entrepreneurs operating in the same (or related) sectors of the 
economy and facing common problems, which gives rise to similar expectations and facilitates designing 
appropriate support instruments for them. The surveyed entrepreneurs joining the cooperative relations primarily 
expected establishing business contacts that could contribute to their further cooperation, and support for the 
innovation development by means of implementing the joint projects, sharing the knowledge and experience, and 
soft services. These expectations were largely met and a vast majority of the surveyed enterprises appreciate the 
received support. On the other hand, too little emphasis was put on the need of collocation in the cooperative 
relations while designing the above instrument. A large measure of dispersion of the members considerably impeded 
their full involvement in the activities at the level of cooperative relations and thus inhibited the development of the 
cooperation and the achievement of the expected synergy effects, also in the area of innovation. 
In Measure 5.2, due to a very large diversity of the target customers, and thus a large variety of the existing needs 
and expectations, it was more complicated to meet all the needs of entrepreneurs using the support services of the 
business environment institutions. In order to meet the needs of such a large and diverse group, Measure 5.2 
comprised a very wide range of services addressed to the entrepreneurs. However, despite the range of the granted 
support, the research results show that at the level of specific service centers the adaptation of the services to the real 
needs of the customers should be assessed as insufficient. Moreover, the entrepreneurs in this Measure were 
supported by a relatively short period of time and in many cases benefited from one-off consulting or training 
services. In the opinion of the supported institutions, focusing on a smaller number of customers would have 
improved not only the quality of the provided services but also their adaptation to the previously diagnosed needs in 
the area of innovation. 
In Measure 5.3 the entrepreneurs mainly expected profits arising from locating their business activities in an 
innovation center comprising access to a modern, multifunctional infrastructure (at preferential prices, lower than 
the market standard prices), the development of business contacts, exchange of know-how and experience. Although 
the discussed expectations were largely met, the soft services provided by the innovation centers appeared less 
applicable to the needs of the companies. Nevertheless, it should be noted that these centers are in the early stages of 
development (the projects in Measure 5.3 are still in the implementation phase), therefore full assessment of the 
adaptation of their service offers (especially soft services) to the companies’ needs will only be possible at a later 
point in time.
3.3. Impact on the development of innovation in enterprises
The study shows that in Measure 5.1 the flow of tacit knowledge, the demonstration effect and learning by doing,
which achieved through numerous meetings and events organized within the cooperative relations, have a 
significant impact on the development of innovation in enterprises. According to the surveyed entities, such actions 
facilitated the initiation of business contacts among the enterprises as well as the enterprises and R&D institutions. 
Another factor important for the development of innovations was the opportunity to complement the resources 
within the cooperative relations, in particular the access to specialized technical infrastructure and the research 
results, and the use of the partners' business contacts networks. In addition, the trainings organized for the members 
of the cooperative relations resulted in the employees’ professional development and, indirectly, in a greater activity 
in the area of innovation. 
It is rather difficult to make a clear assessment of the impact of the granted support in Measure 5.2 on the 
development of innovations in the companies due to the wide variety of projects. The surveyed entrepreneurs highly 
appreciate the technological audit service combined with the specialized consultancy. It is also worth noticing that 
during the study the companies which are the target group in this Measure expressed opinions that indicate little 
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benefit arising from the use of the services, especially in the area of the innovations (a statements like "I do not 
remember using this service", "unsatisfactory effects of the cooperation", "a lack of cooperation effects"). 
The primary aim of Measure 5.3 was to promote the development of innovation by creating appropriate 
infrastructural conditions complemented by a soft service package. The surveyed entrepreneurs notice the benefits 
arising from the use of hard infrastructure of an innovation center, yet, from the perspective of innovation, they 
consider other aspects of the cooperation with the center more important, namely promotion of their products and 
services, enhancement of their company’s image (the nimbus of an innovative company), assistance in applying for 
funding their innovative ideas, development of their business contacts and easier access to academic resources. 
3.4. Durability of the provided support 
With regard to Measure 5.1, there may be problems with obtaining permanent positive effects of the innovation 
support since the design stage of the instrument is marked by negligence of significant cluster attributes that 
determine the desired synergy, such as location proximity and the well-established, long-term relations among the 
members. As a result, the support also covered quasi clusters – organizations of unstable structures, artificially 
brought to life in response to the implemented support program, whose further existence after the completion of the 
projects is particularly daunting. The factor that may affect the durability of the effects in this Measure is the 
initiated cooperative relations among the members, which in the future may be translated into joint actions in the 
field of innovation. In addition, the infrastructure created as a result of the project can also support the development 
of the cooperation within the cooperative relations and facilitate the implementation of innovative processes. 
Obtaining durable effects of the innovation support in Measure 5.2 will be even a bigger challenge mainly due to 
the nature of the provided support (the soft service provided to a single firm for a relatively short period of time, 
often a one-off). The factor that would increase the durability of the obtained results would be continuity of the 
cooperation between the institutions and the entrepreneurs, even after the implementation of the project. For 
permanent results, it would also be necessary to improve the quality of the services provided by means of highly 
qualified experts and a better adaptation of these services to the entrepreneurs’ needs.
In Measure 5.3 the factor that determines the durability of the effects in terms of increasing the innovativeness of 
the enterprises is the developed infrastructure, which allows for providing a variety of services. What also plays a 
crucial role in achieving the project durability is high-quality soft services, therefore – like in Measure 5.2 – it is 
constant development of the competencies of the innovation centers’ employees as well as assignment of highly 
specialized external experts that assures the durability of the results.
Conclusions
The results of the study indicate that the three innovation policy instruments designed within Priority Axis V of 
OP IE were essential to initiate certain innovative attitudes among different groups of entrepreneurs. Thus it appears 
evident that the assumptions made at the programming stage of the instruments were constructed properly, allowing 
for achieving a relative complementarity of the provided support. The research shows, however, that the three 
analyzed Measures (based on the designed support instruments) provided different results, especially in terms of 
adapting the granted support to the entrepreneurs’ needs and its impact on enhacing the innovative potential of the 
enterprises, including a longer time perspective. The best results were achieved within Measure 5.3 (innovation 
centers) although – from the enterprises’ points of view – these centers should put more emphasis on the 
development of pro-innovation soft services. The shortcomings identified in the other two Measures do not result 
from the very weakness of the instruments themselves but rather from the mistakes made at the stage of their design. 
In the case of Measure 5.1 (cooperative relations) the key attributes of a cluster (such as geographic proximity and 
long-lasting relations among the participants) have been omitted, inhibiting the development of cooperation and 
achievement of the expected synergy effects. As far as Measure 5.2 (BEIs) is concerned, the support effects were 
reduced by excessive fragmentation of the projects and too short a period of the provided support.
It should be noted, however, that a reliable assessment of the impact of the discussed innovation policy 
instruments on the increasing innovation of the enterprises requires a longer time horizon, therefore at this stage of 
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the project implementation within the analyzed Measures only an initial assessment should be made and verified at a 
later point in time, preferably with the use of quantitative methods. The conclusions obtained in this study, based on 
a monographic method, cannot aspire to being considered representative, nevertheless, on their basis, it is possible to 
anticipate the trends and the scale of the effects of the provided support. 
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